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CHAPTERI. INTRODUCTION 
Although a subject of research for over 50 years, the topic of retention and 
attrition have currently received renewed emphasis. As the number of 
traditional age students declines, universities are becoming increasingly 
interested in successfully retaining the students that are currently enrolled. 
Retention of university students has become a key issue to the success and 
survival of institutions of higher education today (Tinto, 1987). 
Although retention of students has always been an issue for institutions of 
higher education to consider, the rates of retention of college students have not 
changed very significantly over time. Rates of completion in the early 1900s 
averaged between 45%-55% of the student body. This amount has not varied 
much since that time in history and continues to this day (Bean, 1980; Kowalski, 
1977; Tinto, 1982, 1987). Although rates of continued student enrollment or 
persistence have remained constant over the past years, the character of leaving 
has become more diverse and multi-dimensional (Kowalski, 1977; Lenning, 
Beal, & Sauer, 1980). 
Since dropout is most common during and immediately after the 
freshman year, "front-loading" has been suggested as the best and most 
important way to improve overall retention. "Front-loading" refers to the 
movement of available resources, i.e. money, programs, facilities, and 
distinguished professors to the freshman class (Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Tinto, 
1988). 
Although it is evident that first year success is critical to students' 
continued persistence in higher education, we need to consider other students 
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too. Instead of solely looking at freshman level students, research suggests that 
we may need to look further at other categories, or sub-groups, of students. The 
character of the dropout process is not uniform across college careers (Tinto, 
1982). Lenning (1982) suggested that the reasons that juniors and seniors leave 
can be very different than the reasons that freshmen and sophomores leave. We 
need to begin to consider the student’s class level as a difference that affects 
retention research outcomes and may affect the future of retention efforts. These 
differences in class level need to be considered as they have been largely ignored 
in past research (Tinto, 1982, 1988). 
Persistence patterns of men and women are another sub-group of students 
that need to be better understood (Taub & McEwen, 1991). Some of the current 
studies about gender and dropout refer to Astin's work (1975), which reports that 
being married is highly correlated to dropping out among women. The effect of 
dual career couples and the changes in the family structures of today may affect 
these patterns of dropout among women. More current research contradicts 
Astin's work and shows that marriage is not a strong indicator of dropout for 
women (Nelson & Urff, 1982). Additional research needs to be conducted on this 
category of students. 
First, we need to consider what some of the retention research indicates. 
The Student Integration Model (Tinto, 1975) and the Student Attrition Model 
(Bean, 1980) are two of the most widely accepted guides utilized when 
understanding student attrition. As part of his model, Tinto, (1987) incorporated 
work by Van Gannep (1960), who described the stages of "separation, transition, 
and incorporation" to becoming a new member of a community. This 
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information has been applied to the different stages that students move through 
as they adjust and fit into college life (Tinto, 1988). 
Next, we need to consider the characteristic differences between the class 
levels of students. As described by Hossler (1984), students move through 
different stages as they progress toward graduation from college. Chickering 
(1969) also considered how students develop and change as part of their college 
experience. Chickering described seven vectors which may have implications for 
retention strategists who need to understand the different needs of students at 
different stages. Men and women also experience different needs and changes as 
they progress through college life. Gilligan (1982) and Belenky et al (1986) see the 
development of women as proceeding differently than the development of men. 
These developmental changes may affect the retention of men and women in 
different ways. 
Lastly, we need to consider how these differences in class level and gender 
ultimately affect retention. Tinto (1987) concluded that academics, goal setting, 
and integration are the three key factors in considering retention beyond the first 
year. Although Tinto (1975) reported that academic integration is a key 
component to successful retention, he later reported that more women dropout 
because of lack of social integration and more men because of lack of academic 
integration (Tinto, 1987). Overall, women average higher grades than men in 
both high school and college (Kanarek, 1989), so their attrition may be the result 
of other factors. 
Satisfaction with institutional services such as advising and counseling is 
shown to affect students' success in setting both academic and personal goals. 
Integration of transfer students is becoming more important as the number of 
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community college students continues to rise (Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980). A 
better understanding of both satisfaction with services and the prior educational 
experiences of students and the resulting effect on attrition needs to be explored. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to consider characteristics of nonpersisting 
students as they vary by class level and gender. Four categories of variables were 
identified by the researcher. Each category was considered by class level and 
gender. The survey used in this study was chosen to consider the differences in 
the following items as they vary by of class level and gender: 1) reasons for 
leaving 2) academic success as indicated by grade point average 3) satisfaction 
with selected services and 4) prior educational experiences. 
The Withdrawing/Non-Returning Student Survey, as developed by the 
American College Testing Corporation (ACT), was used for this study. The 
researcher was involved in the larger study, the purpose of which, as developed 
by Ardys Ulrichson, Coordinator of Orientation and Retention Programs at 
Iowa State University, was to determine the reasons that students voluntarily 
leave the university prior to degree completion. The population included two 
components: 1) a sample of students who were enrolled in the fall semester of 
1991 who did not return to the university for the spring semester of 1992 and 2) 
those students who withdrew during spring semester of 1992. The findings were 
used by the Orientation and Retention Office to develop retention programs to 
help students meet their educational goals at the university. 
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As the researcher was involved with the original purpose and intent of 
the data collection, key analyses were conducted that gave the researcher a 
general idea of the overall results of the data. The researcher chose the variables 
of this study, in part, as a result of identifying which variables proved to be 
significant in the larger study. These results were reported in frequency form, 
but were not broken down by class level or gender until this study was 
conducted. The variables were also chosen as the result of theory research and 
review of the literature about the variety of differences in persistence based on 
the study of class level and gender as variables. 
Research Question 
Answers to the research questions presented in this study were found in 
the data from the Spring 1992 Withdrawing/Non-Returning Student Survey. 
Analyses were conducted based on the survey responses in order to attempt to 
determine the answer to the following question: Do the reasons for leaving, 
academic success, satisfaction with services, and prior educational experiences of 
non-persisting students vary by class level and gender? 
Hypotheses of the Study 
Null Hypothesis 1 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
reasons for leaving the institution. 
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Null Hypothesis 2 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
reasons for leaving the institution. 
Null Hypothesis 3 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
cumulative college grade point average at the time of departure. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
cumulative college grade point average at the time of departure. 
Null Hypothesis 5 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
satisfaction with the following services: a) academic advising b) personal 
counseling c) career planning. 
Null Hypothesis 6 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
satisfaction with the following services: a) academic advising b) personal 
counseling c) career planning. 
Null Hypothesis 7 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
previous educational experience, i.e., transfer students from 
vocational/technical, 2 year, or 4 year schools or students who came directly from 
high school. 
Null Hypothesis 8 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
previous educational experience, i.e., transfer students from 
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vocational/technical, 2 year, or 4 year schools or students who came directly from 
high school. 
Operational Definitions 
The terms used in this study, as defined by Lenning, Beal, & Sauer (1980): 
Attrition - The rate at which a student is no longer enrolled at a 
university. 
Retention - The rate at which a student completes, continues, or resumes 
his/her university studies. 
Persister - A student who continues enrollment at the same institution 
without interruption until degree completion. 
Stopout - A student who temporarily interrupts their enrollment in 
higher education, but intends to return to the institution later to continue 
his/her studies. 
The terms used in this study, as defined by the researcher: 
Dropout - A student who was enrolled fall semester of 1991 and not 
enrolled at the beginning or throughout spring semester of 1992. 
Withdraw - A student who was enrolled fall semester 1991, returned for 
spring semester 1992, but left the university during the spring semester. 
Native - A student who initially began his/her university career at the 
institution. 
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Transfer - A student who began his/her higher educational experience at a 
vocational/technical, two-year, or four-year institution elsewhere and 
transferred into the institution. 
Class level - A student who was classified as freshman, sophomore, 
junior, or senior level as defined by the Office of the Registrar. 
Assumptions of the Study 
1. The respondents gave honest answers on the items included in the survey. 
2. Students that graduated from the university in December 1991 were not 
included in the study. 
3. The instrument used in the study was a valid way to determine students' 
reasons for dropping out. 
Limitations of the Study 
1. Universities may only see dropping out as a problem that is negative to all 
those involved. Retention studies are slanted at identifying the problems that 
students experience, so that solutions can be found for future students. Some 
students may have decided that college was not the right choice for them and 
dropping out was not based on a problem, but was seen as a positive thing for 
them. (Tinto, 1982) 
2. Students may have begun college with an intent to leave before degree 
completion. (Bean, 1982) Non-degree seeking students were included in this 
sample. Lenning (1982) indicated that almost all research has focused on 
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graduation rates. He reported that there needs to be consideration of course 
and/or term completion and personal goal attainment as measures of successful 
retention. 
3. The researcher employed an "autopsy" or post hoc design in which 
respondents answered the survey questionnaire after they left the university 
(Bean, 1986). The result may have been that students responded with socially 
acceptable reasons and not their "real" reasons for leaving the institution. 
4. When conducting retention research, it may not be as effective to survey 
dropouts from only one term. As the reasons for leaving could be different from 
one academic term to the next, each academic term throughout the year should 
have been included in the sample population (Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980). 
5. Nonreturning and withdrawing students were combined in the study, so 
there was a possibility of erroneous conclusions being made. 
6. Students who had incorrect addresses were eliminated from the sample . 
These students may have certain characteristics that were not represented in the 
study. 
7. As the research was only conducted using a single institution, findings may 
not be generalizable to other situations or institutions. 
Significance of the Study 
This research helps to better understand nonpersisting students. There is 
a growing disparity between the study of freshmen persistence as a predictor or 
measure of retention and of graduation rates of universities (Kanarek, 1989). As 
students progress through college, they become different students with different 
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needs and concerns. The factors that affect retention and the character and 
process of dropping out vary depending on the stage of the students' 
development, gender, and class level stage at the institution (Kohen, Nestel, & 
Karmas, 1978; Tinto, 1982). In these days of limited financial resources, 
universities may be questioning where their retention resources should be 
directed. We need to understand why different subgroups of students leave 
universities so that we can better tailor programs and better serve different kinds 
of students (Ferguson, Wisner, & Discenza, 1986). 
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
Chapter n is a review of the relevant literature. The main theories of 
student attrition are presented as well as an overview of student development 
theory. Specifically, the researcher considers student attrition by gender and 
across class level to better understand these subgroups of students. 
Chapter HI includes an overview of the methods and procedures of the 
study. A description of the sample population, survey instrument, and data 
collection are discussed. Also included are a discussion of hypotheses to be tested 
and an overview of the statistical analysis to be conducted. 
Chapter IV contains the final results of the data analyses. Findings and 
results are presented in order to prove or disprove the hypotheses being tested. 
Chapter V concludes the study. A discussion follows of the findings and 
conclusions of the study with some follow-up recommendations for future 
research. 
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CHAPTER II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
There have been many studies dealing with persistence of college 
students (Bean, 1985, 1986; Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1988). These studies 
have added greater understanding of the issues and problems that students 
face as they decide to remain at or leave an institution of higher education. 
But students change in part, as a result of their progression in college. Studies 
abound with information about how students change as they move from one 
grade level to the next (Astin, 1977; Hossler,1984), as well as how men and 
women change through their college experience (Gilligan, 1982). 
As these students grow and change, the reasons that they leave an 
institution begin to vary. Over time, important things may become less 
important and concerns and problems may change in their magnitude and 
scope. 
Researchers have begun to consider that different kinds of students 
leave universities for very different reasons. As Bean (1986) indicated, it is 
necessary to identify the factors that influence attrition decisions for as many 
subgroups as possible. Only a few studies have looked at the actual 
differences in leaving that affect different class levels of students (Bean, 1985; 
Hossler, 1984; Kohen, Nestel, & Karmas, 1978; Tinto, 1988). Gender studies 
about persistence also need to be expanded as women's and men's roles in 
society today are quickly changing. The issues that women face today may not 
be representative of the retention research to date. 
First, the researcher examined the basic theoretical models of 
persistence. Second, the researcher considered the literature as it relates to 
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the changes that students move through as they progress in college. Then the 
researcher considered students across class level to consider this effect on 
attrition. Lastly, the researcher considered the effect of gender on the attrition 
process. 
Theories of Persistence 
College student persistence has been the focus of research study for 
many years. The Student Integration Model, developed by Tinto (1975) is one 
of the most widely used and tested models of student persistence for public, 
four-year institutions of higher education (Bean, 1986). Tinto's theory 
specified that students bring a variety of characteristics and attitudes with 
them to college that affect their expectations of their college experience. As a 
result of integration into the social and academic systems, those expectations 
may change. How much the student becomes integrated into the fabric of the 
institution will ultimately affect whether they stay or drop out of the 
institution. 
The Student Integration Model states that persistence is the result of a 
match between individual motivation and academic ability and the 
institution's social and academic characteristics. There have been mixed 
reviews about this model, but overall, the model tends to be confirmed in the 
literature and proves to be conceptually useful in studying student attrition 
(Pascarella & Chapman, 1983; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980). 
Tinto (1987) modified his 1975 model to include work by Van Gannep 
(1960) on the rites of passage in tribal societies. Tinto related this work to the 
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process of student departure by considering the movement of the individual 
from membership in one group to membership in another. Van Gannep's 
stages of separation, transition, and incorporation each serve to move 
individuals from youth to adulthood. As students move through these 
stages, they gradually separate from the friends and family of their high 
school years and try to become university students by incorporating into the 
life of the university. Each transition stage is stressful as the student may feel 
that he/she does not belong anywhere and lacks norms for behavior and 
attitude, which can ultimately result in attrition (Tinto, 1982, 1988). 
Bean (1980, 1982, 1985) proposed an alternative model to explain college 
persistence. The Student Attrition Model argues that student attrition is 
analogous to turnover in work organizations and that behavioral intentions 
(to stay or to leave) are predictors of persistence. The model presumes that 
background beliefs shape attitudes and in turn attitudes shape intent to stay or 
to leave. The beliefs are affected by the student's experiences within the 
institution and affect the intent to persist. Results of use of this model 
suggest that non-intellectual factors, such as social integration, play a major 
role in persistence (Cabrera et al., 1992). Bean (1985) determined that his 
model of retention is fairly stable across class levels. As the focus of this study 
has not been on the student's intentions to stay or to leave, the researcher 
will primarily be referring to Tinto's model as described above. This model 
will be used when considering not only academic and social integration, but 
also the use of stages to better understand student's development as they 
move from one stage to the next. 
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Developmental Differences by Class Level and Gender 
Tinto (1987) reported that a true study and understanding of student 
retention naturally begins with an understanding of the process of student 
development. The issues of connection, direction, and satisfaction of 
students that underlie successful retention strategies are similar to the issues 
that provide the framework of student development theory. The 
longitudinal analysis of the study of student persistence may also be applied 
to the process which students move through as they develop intellectually 
and morally as they move through the college experience (Astin, 1985; Tinto, 
1987). What happens to students after beginning college seems to have a great 
impact on their resulting persistence (Beil & Shope, 1990). To understand this 
persistence process, we need to review the changes and development of 
college students. 
As described in Hossler (1984), most freshmen do not have a clear idea 
of what college will be like. These students may be anxious about their 
academic success and social integration and often experience adjustment 
concerns or problems. During the sophomore and junior years, students 
become more relaxed about their studies and more selective in their 
friendships and activities. They may experience the "sophomore slump" in 
which the excitement of their first year has worn off, and may feel neglected 
by the institution or have doubts about their fit with the institution. By the 
senior year, students begin to pull away from the institution. They begin to 
feel considerably more autonomous, and their interests may become more 
internally focused (Taub & McEwen, 1991). Anxiety often develops as the 
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unknown begins to loom ahead of them. Seniors are, by and large, less 
religious, more liberal, more self-confident, more culturally aware, and more 
intellectual than their freshmen counterparts (Astin, 1977). These same 
upper-class students indicate a very different, usually more critical, 
assessment of their college experience than lower division students do (Astin, 
Korn, & Green, 1987). 
Developmental theorists have also considered the changes that 
students move through. Arthur Chickering (1969) identified seven vectors or 
stages that students move through as they progress in college. Chickering's 
work indicated that students need different kinds of support and services at 
each stage. The vectors indicate that lower division students are typically 
working on tasks such as developing competence and managing emotions, so 
they may need services such as tutoring, a study skills class, or developmental 
sanctions for inappropriate behavior. At the same time, juniors and seniors 
are reportedly working through tasks such as freeing interpersonal 
relationships and developing purpose. These upper division students may 
need the support of personal and academic advising and career counseling 
and placement services. It may be too generalizable to assume that class level 
directly correlates to developmental level, but in general, we need to consider 
students' differing needs so as to help them move through and be retained 
from stage to stage (Tinto, 1988). 
Studies have also been developed that look at the effect of gender on 
the college experience. Since women have been shown to construct their 
world and interactions differently than men, their developmental tasks may 
be different then men. Theorists such as Gilligan (1982) and Belenky et al 
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(1986) have suggested that women are more concerned with relationships, 
interconnectedness and caring and men are more concerned with justice, 
hierarchy, and intellectual connectedness which tends to be more typical of 
university life. Gilligan (1982) and Taub and McEwen (1991) go on to suggest 
that development of autonomy, or separation as defined by Chickering, is 
actually delayed for many women and development of relationships may 
happen first for women. This idea is opposed to Chickering's traditional 
developmental theory, which states that autonomy precedes interpersonal 
relationships in college students and is resolved by the junior year. These 
developmental differences between men and women may have an effect on 
the resulting retention of the students. 
Class Level Differences and Attrition 
As Tinto is one of the primary researchers involved in retention study 
today, the literature by Tinto (1988) also includes a call for additional research 
on whether the process of student departure varies over time. Kohen, Nestel, 
and Karmas (1978) indicate that “the pervasive limitation of the research is its 
failure to treat success in college as a sequential process" (p. 234). Some 
researchers are beginning to recognize that the factors leading to a successful 
freshman year may vary from those factors that affect success in the following 
years (Tinto, 1987). 
Tinto (1988) saw the longitudinal process of student departure as being 
marked by the difficulties students experience in making “either and /or both 
the social and intellectual adjustment to the formal and informal academic 
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and social life of the new communities of the college" (p. 448). Tinto (1987) 
also concluded that long term retention efforts beyond the first year need to 
focus on three main sources of departure which include: "academic problems, 
the inability of individuals to resolve their educational and occupational 
goals, and their failure to become incorporated into the intellectual and social 
life of the institution" (p. 155). 
Johnson and Richardson (1986) saw academic integration as a key 
predictor of persistence. Academic integration has been shown to have a 
greater influence on persistence than social integration (Higgerson, 1985; 
Prather & Hand, 1986). The greatest predictor of retention is past academic 
record and academic ability (Astin, 1975). More specifically, various other 
studies have determined that the key predictors that affect freshman 
persistence were high school grade point average, high school class rank, and 
admissions test scores (the ACT's or SAT's) (Astin, Korn, & Green, 1987; 
Ramist, 1981; Romano, 1987). Beyond the freshman year, Hossler (1984) and 
Kanarek, (1989) indicated that high school rank and grade point average may 
not be a good indicator of long-term student persistence. Kohen, Nestel, and 
Karmas (1978) concluded that ability makes less difference as a student 
progresses toward graduation. Specifically, he found that pre-college 
preparation programs were relevant only to the completion of the freshman 
year. The effect of pre-college abilities were shown to decline after the 
freshman year and were non-significant by the junior year. Even a perception 
of too great a discrepancy from high school to college grades could affect 
persistence (House, 1992). Although SAT's and high school rank do predict 
first year grade point averages, they poorly predict five year graduation rates. 
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Persistence to the second year of college has been found to be the best 
predictor of graduation in five years (Kanarek, 1986). 
No matter what the students' high school grade point average and 
admission test scores, college grades do have a major bearing on whether 
students will persist (Astin, 1975; Tinto, 1975). Prather and Hand (1986) and 
Tinto (1987) reported that academic integration as measured by grade point 
average was the best predictor of persistence. Often though, the levels of 
academic performance of withdrawing students equaled or even exceeded 
that of students who persist (Kowalski, 1977; Tinto, 1982). Over 75 percent of 
higher education dropouts leave voluntarily and not on the basis of poor 
academic standing (Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980). Mclntire et al (1992) found 
that the longer a student continued to enroll before dropping out, the more 
likely that he or she would leave in good academic standing. If upper division 
nonpersisting students actually do better academically than lower division 
students, why are they leaving the institution before completing a degree? 
Academic success and integration during the freshman year may be based on 
high school measures, but after the first year, college grades are a better 
indicator of student success. Academic success across different class levels 
need to be further understood to better understand the effect on attrition 
patterns of students. 
Astin (1975) and Tinto (1987) looked at the goals of students and how 
they affect retention. They found that high academic aspirations and 
intentions produce high rates of persistence and degree completion. Students 
who do not expect to earn a degree are the most likely students to drop out 
(Bean, 1982). Bean (1985) considered the goals of students and their effect on 
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persistence across time. He found that there is a significant increase in the 
goal of completion of a degree from the freshman year to the junior year, but 
there is also a decrease in the perceived utility of one's education over time. 
Tinto (1987) proposed that long-term retention should focus on 
continuing forms of counseling and advising as a long-term effort to help 
students continue to define their educational and occupational goals. Beil and 
Shope (1990) have reported that academic advising is one part of the academic 
experience that can greatly affect persistence, but can also be one of the 
weakest links in a college education. Upperclass students actually experience 
an increase in the need for advice and counsel as they approach the 
unknowns of the impending separation and transition and the decisions 
about life after college. Noel, Levitz, and Saluri (1985) assert that the 
campuses that have improved retention rates have given extra attention to 
career planning and advising. Students also need to feel satisfied with these 
services that the university provides. Satisfaction with advising and 
counseling has been shown to be a key factor in a student's decision to stay or 
leave an institution (Noel & Levitz, 1991). Specifically, Astin, Korn, and 
Green (1987) noted that academic advising rates the lowest in a level of 
satisfaction study that they conducted. They found that less than half of the 
students reported feeling satisfied with academic advising and career 
counseling. 
Incorporation, integration, and commitment are also key issues to 
consider in retention efforts, especially retention beyond the first year (Noel & 
Levitz, 1991). Tinto (1988) indicated that the process of student departure 
reflects the absence of integration into the life of the college. Bean (1985) 
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continued to consider institutional commitment, but looked at it in terms of 
class level. He found that the level of commitment increased significantly 
over time, but the influence of that same commitment on dropout decreased 
over time. The greatest jump in loyalty to the institution occurred from 
sophomore to junior year, possibly indicating that a native student had not 
transferred and was therefore committed. 
Students past educational experiences do seem to have an effect on this 
process of integration. Kohen, Nestel, and Karmas (1978) found that those 
students who spent their freshman and sophomore year at 2-year colleges 
have a higher attrition rate from a university than those who began initially 
at the university, or students considered native to the university. In a study 
done by Newlon and Gaither (1980), attrition rates ranged from 14-27% for 
native freshmen students and 22-35% for transfer students after their first 
semester of attendance at the university being studied. Given the growing 
number of transfer students, it is increasingly important for universities to 
understand the factors that influence attrition of this subgroup of students 
and to encourage incorporation and integration into the university 
community (Johnson & Richardson, 1986). 
Gender and Attrition 
Although gender studies about persistence are not always consistent, 
some common themes have emerged (Lenning, Beal, & Sauer, 1980). Bean 
(1980) indicated that women leave higher education for different reasons than 
men do. It has been found that women's attrition is more influenced by lack 
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of social integration and men's attrition is more affected by lack of academic 
integration (Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Pascarella & Terenzini 1983; Tinto, 
1987). 
Kanarek (1989) reported that women earn higher grades in both high 
school and college while they score lower than men on college entrance 
exams. When women leave higher education voluntarily, they typically have 
better grades than men who leave. House (1992) reported that even differing 
levels of self-confidence, especially in mathematical ability, in men and 
women can affect their persistence. Tinto (1987) also found that males were 
more likely to be dropped academically and be enrolled four years after 
admission while women were more likely to graduate on schedule. 
Lenning, Beal, and Sauer (1980) reported that the research is also 
inconsistent about which gender is more or less likely to persist. Historically, 
Astin (1977) and Cope and Hannah (1975) found that women were less likely 
to persist with the main cause of dropout being marriage and/or children. 
Lenning, Beal, and Sauer (1980) also saw a greater rate of attrition for women, 
especially non-traditional and married women. More recently, Mutter (1992) 
reported that community college women in particular are more likely than 
men to persist in higher education as their role in society continues to change 
from the homemaker and secondary wage earner to the primary wage-earner 
and single head of the household. 
On one hand, Pantages and Creedon (1978) indicated that gender was 
not seen as a significant variable in attrition studies. On the other hand, Beil 
and Shope (1990) reported that although gender is not a good predictor of 
freshman year persistence, it becomes important when predicting persistence 
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over time. These more recent studies seem to indicate that gender may be an 
important component in attrition study, especially the study of women in 
four-year institutions. 
Summary 
The Student Integration Model and the Student Attrition Model are 
two of the basic theories of student retention. How both men and women 
and different class levels of students change and develop may effect their 
decision to remain or to leave higher education. Retention strategists must 
begin to consider the work of student development theorists, such as 
Chickering and Gilligan, when considering student retention. As students 
change through higher education, their reasons for leaving may begin to 
vary. Successfully retaining these students is the only way for institutions of 
higher education to survive today (Tinto, 1987). Noel, Levitz, and Saluri 
(1985) have shown that the best retaining campuses have a strong 
commitment to student support services and academic connectedness while 
encouraging the students' own personal development in order to help them 
achieve their academic and personal goals. 
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CHAPTER IE. METHODOLOGY 
The methodology section includes descriptions of the sample population, 
the procedures for data collection, and the instrument used for the study. 
Hypotheses and statistical analyses are also included. 
The purpose of this study was to consider the characteristics of non¬ 
persisting students as they vary by class level and gender. Four categories of 
variables were used in the study in order to determine if reasons for leaving, 
academic success, satisfaction with services, and prior educational experiences of 
nonpersisting students varied by class level or gender. The results will be used to 
better understand all levels of nonpersisting students so as to better tailor 
programs for the retention of these students. 
This study was conducted through the Office of Orientation and 
Retention Programs at Iowa State University, which is a large, public, 
midwestern university. Data for the study were collected from January, 1992 - 
May 1992. The Non-Returning/Withdrawing Student Survey, as developed by 
The American College Testing Service (ACT), was used. The original purpose of 
the study was to assess the reasons that undergraduate students leave the 
university prior to completing a degree. The study was completed in May, 1992 
as the university semester came to a close. The results were tabulated in the fall 
of 1992 and were used by the Office of Orientation and Retention Programs to (a) 
understand the profile of those students who leave the university prior to degree 
completion and to (b) target retention resources to those student populations 
who are more prone to leave. 
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The researcher used this previously collected data to analyze the results 
further. This study considered nonpersisters and compared students' class level 
and gender against selected variables. 
Sample Population 
The University Coordinator of Orientation and Retention Programs, in 
conjunction with the researcher, chose the parameters of the study. The project 
was designed to better understand the needs of nonpersisting students. The 
survey and cover letter were submitted to and approved by the University 
Human Subjects Committee. The Office of the Registrar provided the list of 
nonpersisting students and their permanent addresses. The survey instrument 
was mailed directly to the students at their permanent addresses. The sample 
included two populations: 1) an alphabetical list of every third student enrolled 
fall semester 1991 who did not return spring semester 1992 and 2) all students 
who withdrew during spring semester 1992. The same survey instrument was 
used for both populations. The design of the survey indicated that the students 
had a choice in their own departure decision. Those students who were 
dismissed from the university because of academic or disciplinary reasons were 
not included in the sample. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected using a mailed questionnaire with a pre-paid return 
envelope. Research indicates that personalizing the survey materials generally 
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increases the response rate (Hensley, 1974). The survey recipients' name was 
printed on each cover letter (see Appendix). The surveying began with non¬ 
returning students on February 1, 1992. 
Usually 10-20 percent of a sample may not receive a survey because of an 
incorrect address. The researcher identified the incorrectly addressed students 
that were returned for address problems and removed these students from the 
sample. 
Five hundred and twenty six questionnaires were initially mailed out to 
non-returning students and 150 were returned for a 28% response rate. After 
correcting for returned surveys due to incorrect address, the original population 
size was adjusted to 512 for a 29% response rate. Throughout the semester, an 
additional 305 questionnaires were sent to all students who had withdrawn from 
the university that 1992 spring semester. After correcting for returned mail, the 
population size was adjusted to 299 surveys and 85 returned for a 34% response 
rate. A single complete follow-up mailing can greatly increase the number of 
returned questionnaires, but some institutions do not do a follow-up mailing 
because of time or budgetary reasons (Patrick, Myers, & Van Dusen, 1979). Both 
of these reasons had an impact on the decision to not conduct a follow-up 
mailing for this study. 
The final population included 235 surveys which resulted in an overall 
response rate of 29%. This rate does compare with other attrition studies using 
mail-out questionnaires. Response rates for attrition surveys are usually lower 
than most other types of surveys and typically report response rates ranging from 
15-40% (Patrick, Myers, and Van Dusen, 1979). Any negative feelings associated 
with the institution may contribute to this lowered response rates. Students may 
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feel a sense of failure or discouragement about their dropout and may want to 
put the experience behind them. In a similar study using the same survey 
instrument, the University of North Dakota achieved a response rate of 32.9% 
(Nelson & Urff, 1982). 
If subgroups of dropouts are to be analyzed separately, sufficient numbers 
within each group must be included. A minimum number of usable 
questionnaires for each subgroup would be 30 and 50 (Patrick, Myers, & Van 
Dusen, 1979). This study did have a minimum of 50 usable questionnaires for 
each class level and each gender comparison. 
Survey Instrument 
The ACT Withdrawing/Non-Returning Student Survey contained five 
basic sections (see Appendix): 
In section I, the respondents were asked sixteen demographic questions. 
Class level and gender were included in this general information as were 
questions concerning the student's previous educational experiences. 
In section n, the respondents were asked forty-eight questions about their 
reasons for leaving the university. Respondents indicated whether a statement 
was a major reason, a minor reason, or not a reason that they chose to leave. 
Section IE asked the respondents to indicate their degree of satisfaction 
with twenty-three selected services and twenty-three selected characteristics of 
the university. These forty-six statements were indicated on a five point Likert- 
scale ranging from very satisfied to very dissatisfied. "Does not apply" was a 
sixth option for section III statements. 
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Section IV included an optional multiple choice area for institutions that 
wished to include their own questions. Six extra questions were included which 
related to employment, advising, and involvement at the university. Since the 
response rate declined for these additional questions, the results were not used in 
this study. 
Respondents were asked to write any additional comments or suggestions 
in Section V. This part of the survey is not included in these results. At a later 
time, these qualitative comments need to be analyzed in a content analysis 
format and added to future research about retention at this institution. 
Hypotheses of the Study 
As indicated in the first chapter, there is a growing need to better 
understand how both men and women and students at each of the class levels 
differ as they leave the university. The results of the ACT Withdrawing/Non- 
Returning Student Survey were used to look more closely at these nonpersisting 
students to determine the differences between students based on their class level 
and gender. Eight null hypotheses were tested in this study. 
Null Hypothesis 1 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
reasons for leaving the institution. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
reasons for leaving the institution. 
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Null Hypothesis 3 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
cumulative college grade point average at the time of departure. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
cumulative college grade point average at the time of departure. 
Null Hypothesis 5 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
satisfaction with the following college services: a) academic advising b) personal 
counseling c) career planning. 
Null Hypothesis 6 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
satisfaction with the following college services: a) academic advising b) personal 
counseling c) career planning. 
Null Hypothesis 7 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between class level and 
previous educational experience, i.e., transfer or direct from high school 
students. 
Null Hypothesis 8 
There is no difference for nonpersisting students between gender and 
previous educational experience, i.e., transfer or direct from high school 
students. 
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Methods of Statistical Analysis 
The SAS statistical package was used to analyze the data (SAS, 1988). First, 
the data were converted into SAS from a previous format used by ACT. Next, 
frequency distributions of all variables included in the survey were examined. 
Finally, specific variables were compared to class level and gender using a variety 
of statistical techniques. 
To test hypotheses #1 and #2, "major and minor reason" were combined 
to produce a "yes or no" response. Chi-square analyses were conducted on the 
reasons that were chosen by at least 20% of the respondents. This helped to 
narrow the field of reasons in order to make the results more manageable and to 
generalize the data to a larger population. 
Hypothesis #3 and #4 were not included in the original data collection. 
Cumulative college grade point average at the time of withdrawal for each 
respondent was provided by the Registrar's records and added to the surveys by 
matching social security numbers. These hypotheses were tested using a One- 
Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) technique. 
Hypothesis #5 and #6 were tested using Chi-square analyses. Frequencies 
of satisfaction with academic advising, personal counseling, and career 
development services were measured. 
For hypotheses #7 and #8, prior educational background was categorized 
into two groups: "high school" or native students and "transfer" students. The 
category "transfer" student actually combined a variety of options which 
included 2-year, 4-year, vocational/technical, or other. Chi-square analyses were 




This section included a description of the population, the survey, and the 
procedures for data collection. Hypotheses and statistical analyses were also 
described. In Chapter IV, the analyses are calculated and reported in tabular 
form. Chapter V includes an analysis of the final results of the study. After these 
results are discussed, recommendations for future research are presented. 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 
This chapter examined the results of the statistical data to understand the 
outcomes of this study. Descriptive statistics of both academic class level and 
gender were presented. The results were organized according to the hypotheses 
being tested and were presented in tabular form. Chi-square analyses were 
conducted to understand the effect of class level and gender on: reasons for 
leaving, satisfaction with services and prior educational experiences of 
nonpersisting students. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 
conducted to measure the effect of class level and gender on the final grade point 
averages of these students. 
Descriptive Statistics 
A total of 235 non-persisting students made up the sample population. 
The results of the data collection produced fairly even distributions of both class 
level and gender. The profiles of these key variables are as follows: 23% of the 
subjects were freshmen, 24% were sophomores, 29% were juniors, and 24% were 
seniors. By gender, 48% of students were male while 52% were female. 
If the entire university population is considered, these percentages are 
fairly representative of all students who withdrew or did not return in the same 
time period from the same institution. As reported in information collected 
from the Office of the Registrar, the percentages of all nonpersisting students in 
the same category is as follows: 30% freshmen, 23% sophomores, 27% juniors, 
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and 20% seniors. By gender, 60% of men and 40% of women either withdrew or 
did not return to the university in the same time period. 
Freshmen and seniors in the study did exhibit a slightly lower response 
rate than the entire population of nonpersisting students for the same time 
period. Although the 60% men and 40% women breakdown of all nonpersisting 
students was very representative of the entire university undergraduate 
population, the response rate was higher for women in the study. 
Null Hypothesis 1 
Subjects were asked to respond to 48 possible statements or reasons for 
leaving. Values ranged from one for "major reason," two for "minor reason," 
and three for "not a reason." Because of the overall low frequencies of responses 
to the 48 reasons for leaving, the researcher chose to combine "major and minor 
reason" to produce only two possible responses. Selecting one indicated "yes, 
this was a major or minor reason for me to leave the university" and selecting 
two indicated "no, this was not a reason for me to leave the university." 
To produce results that might be meaningful to other populations or 
samples, the researcher chose to analyze only the most commonly reported 
reasons for leaving the university. The researcher concluded that a decrease in 
selected responses indicated a more specific problem to a limited number of 
students and an overall decrease in the ability to generalize the data. Therefore, 
if 20% or more of the respondents for each statement selected "yes a reason," that 
statement was included in the chi-square analyses. This produced seventeen of 
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the most frequently reported reasons for students to leave the university as 
indicated in Table 1. 
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between class level and reasons for leaving the university. Chi-square analyses 
were employed on each of the seventeen reasons for leaving to test the null 
hypothesis for differences in class level. Of the seventeen most frequent reasons 
reported for leaving the university, significant relationships were found in five 
areas as seen in Table 2. They included: decided to attend a different college, 
wanted to move (or was transferred) to a new area, felt alone or isolated, wanted 
to live nearer parents or loved one, and inadequate study habits. The researcher 
rejected the null hypothesis for these five reasons for leaving the university, but 
accepted the null hypothesis for the remaining twelve reasons reported in Table 
2. Frequencies and resulting percentages for the five significant reasons by class 
level were reported in Tables 3-7. 
As Table 3 indicated, fewer students left to attend schools elsewhere as 
class level increased. Freshmen were the most common group to transfer to 
another school, with sophomores and then juniors following. Over 35% of 
juniors reported deciding to transfer as a reason for leaving the university, 
which indicated that this response was not limited to lower division students. 
As indicated in Table 4, progressively fewer students left the university because 
of moving to a new location as class level increased. Newer students were still 
measuring their commitment and fit with the institution. Fewer than 16% of 




Most frequently reported reasons to leave the university 
Reasons for dropout Freq (N=232) % of "yes" response 
Decided to attend different college 90 39 
Wanted a break from college study 90 39 
Dissatisfied with my grades 90 39 
Tuition/fees was more than I could afford 79 34 
Inadequate study habits 78 34 
Encountered unexpected expenses 71 31 
Disappointed with quality of instruction 68 29 
Health-related problems (family or self) 62 27 
Experienced emotional problems 62 27 
Felt alone or isolated 60 26 
Academic advising was inadequate 58 25 
Impersonal attitudes of faculty/staff 58 25 
Wanted to live nearer parents/loved one 56 24 
Family responsibilities were too great 53 23 
Wanted to move (transferred) to new area 52 23 
Experienced class scheduling problems 48 21 
Financial aid received was inadequate 48 21 
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Table 2 
Chi-square analysis for reasons to leave by academic class level 
Reasons for dropout Chi-square (N=232) Probability 
Decided to attend different college 30.9 .000*** 
Wanted a break from college study 3.51 .319 
Dissatisfied with my grades 4.44 .218 
Tuition/fees was more than I could afford 6.71 .082 
Inadequate study habits 9.85 .020* 
Encountered unexpected expenses 6.46 .091 
Disappointed with quality of instruction 2.60 .457 
Health-related problems (family or self) 1.33 .721 
Experienced emotional problems 7.43 .060 
Felt alone or isolated 15.69 .001*** 
Academic advising was inadequate 2.34 .505 
Impersonal attitudes of faculty/staff 1.52 .678 
Wanted to live nearer parents/loved one 24.48 .000* 
Family responsibilities were too great 4.94 .176 
Wanted to move (transferred) to new area 11.23 .011** 
Experienced class scheduling problems 5.84 .119 






Decided to attend a different college 
Class level N 
Yes No 
Frequency % Frequency % 
Freshmen 54 35 64.8 19 35.2 
Sophomore 55 24 43.6 31 56.4 
Junior 67 25 37.3 42 62.7 
Senior 52 06 11.5 46 88.5 
Table 4 
Wanted to move tor was transferred! to a new location 
Class level N 
Yes No 
Frequency % Frequency % 
Freshmen 54 20 37.0 34 63.0 
Sophomore 55 16 29.1 39 70.9 
Junior 66 10 15.1 56 84.9 
Senior 52 06 11.5 46 88.5 
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As indicated in Table 5, freshmen especially felt more alone than their 
other class level counterparts. Almost half of these first year students reported 
loneliness and isolation as a reason for leaving the university. This isolation 
continued in Table 6 as the same percentage of freshmen reported the desire to 
live closer to a parent or loved one. Less than 21% of juniors and 12% of seniors 
reported that loneliness or proximity to loved ones had an effect on their 
dropout decisions. 
As indicated in Table 7, freshmen and sophomores were the largest 
percentage of students to report concern about their own study habits, which had 
an effect on drop out. Over 25% of juniors and 23% of seniors reported some 
problems with study habits, which indicated that this reason can not be seen as 
limited to lower division students. 
Table 5 
Felt alone or isolated 
Class level N 
Yes No 
Frequency % Frequency % 
Freshmen 54 25 46.3 29 53.7 
Sophomore 55 14 25.5 41 74.6 
Junior 67 14 21.0 53 79.1 
Senior 52 06 11.5 46 88.5 
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Table 6 
Wanted to live nearer parent or loved one 
Class level N 
Yes No 
Frequency % Frequency % 
Freshmen 54 25 46.3 29 54.0 
Sophomore 54 17 31.5 37 68.5 
Junior 67 09 13.4 58 86.6 
Senior 52 05 9.6 47 90.4 
Table 7 
Inadequate studv habits 
Class level N 
Yes No 
. Frequency % Frequency % 
Freshmen 54 25 46.3 29 53.7 
Sophomore 55 24 43.6 31 56.4 
Junior 67 17 25.4 50 74.6 
Senior 52 12 23.1 40 76.9 
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Null Hypothesis 2 
Null Hypothesis 2: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between gender and reasons for dropping out. Of the seventeen most frequently 
reported reasons for leaving the university, three significant relationships were 
found between gender and the following three reasons: family responsibilities 
were too great, experienced emotional problems, and academic advising was 
inadequate as seen in Table 8. Frequencies and resulting percentages of the three 
significant results by gender were reported in Tables 9-11. 
As indicated in Table 9, family responsibilities contributed to dropping out 
of school for more women than men. Twice as many women as men reported 
family responsibility as a reason for dropping out. 
As reported in Table 10, women were more likely than men to experience 
emotional problems that might have affected their persistence at the university. 
One-third of the women reported that emotional problems had an affect on 
dropping out as compared to one-fifth of the men. 
As seen in Table 11, over 30% of women reported that academic advising 
was inadequate. Almost twice as many women as men reported inadequate 
academic advising as a reason for dropout. 
The researcher rejected the null hypothesis for: family responsibilities 
were too great, experienced emotional problems, and academic advising was 
inadequate, but accepted the null hypothesis for the remaining fourteen reasons 
reported in Table 8. 
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Table 8 
Chi-square analysis for reasons to leave by gender 
Reasons for dropout Chi-square (N=232) Probability 
Decided to attend different college .76 .383 
Wanted a break from college study .59 .443 
Dissatisfied with my grades .59 .442 
Tuition/fees was more than I could afford .577 .447 
Inadequate study habits .229 .632 
Encountered unexpected expenses .065 .799 
Disappointed with quality of instruction .104 .747 
Health-related problems (family or self) .001 .971 
Experienced emotional problems 4.49 .034* 
Felt alone or isolated 2.80 .094 
Academic advising was inadequate 6.02 .014** 
Impersonal attitudes of faculty/staff 1.50 .221 
Wanted to live nearer parents/loved one 2.11 .147 
Family responsibilities were too great 6.82 .009*** 
Wanted to move (transferred) to new area 2.71 .100 
Experienced class scheduling problems 1.35 .245 






Family responsibilities were too great 
Yes No 
Gender N Frequency % Frequency % 
Male 109 16 14.7 93 85.3 
Female 116 35 30.2 81 69.8 
Table 10 
Experienced emotional problems 
Yes No 
Gender N Frequency % Frequency % 
Male 110 22 20.0 88 80.0 
Female 118 39 33.1 79 67.0 
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Table 11 
Academic advising was inadequate 
Yes No 
Gender N Frequency % Frequency % 
Male 110 20 18.2 90 81.8 
Female 118 37 31.4 81 68.6 
Null Hypothesis 3 
Null Hypothesis 3: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between class level and cumulative grade point average at the time of departure. 
Of the 235 possible respondents, grade point average data was only available for 
225 students. The one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistical procedure 
was employed to test the null hypothesis. As indicated in Table 12, the analysis 
yielded a significant difference at the .0001 level among freshmen, sophomores, 
juniors, and seniors and cumulative grade point average at the time of 
departure. 
As the student's class level increased, the grade point average at the time 
of dropout also increased. To control for Type I error, a Tukey post hoc test for 
comparisons of pairs of means was administered. The analyses indicated that 
freshmen grade point averages were significantly lower than junior and senior 
grade point averages at the time of departure. As there was a significant 
difference, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis. 
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Table 12 









M SD M SD M SD M SD F (1,224) V 
GPA 1.72 1.06 2.11 .79 2.29 .97 2.47 .79 6.59 .0003 
Note. GPA = Grade point average 
Null Hypothesis 4 
Null Hypothesis 4: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between gender and cumulative grade point average at the time of departure. A 
one-way analysis of variance statistic was employed to test the null hypothesis. 
As indicated in Table 13, a significant difference was found at the .01 level 
between men and women and cumulative grade point average. 
A Tukey post hoc test was also administered for comparisons of pairs of 
means of grade point average by gender. The analysis yielded that women 
showed a significantly higher grade point average than men at the .01 level. As 
there was a significant difference between gender and grade point average, the 
researcher rejected the null hypothesis. 
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Table 13 
One-way analysis of variance for grade point average by gender 
Men Women 
(n=109) (n=116) 
M SD M SD F (1,224) V 
GPA 2.01 .89 2.28 .99 5.83 .0166 
Note. GPA = Grade point average 
Null Hypothesis 5 
Hypotheses 5 and 6 considered satisfaction levels with selected services. 
Respondents could select from the following five categories: very satisfied, 
satisfied, neutral, dissatisfied and very dissatisfied. The researcher chose to 
combine positive and negative responses which resulted in the following three 
groupings: satisfied, neutral, and dissatisfied. Final reporting of data and data 
analyses were conducted using these modified categories. The category “does not 
apply" was also reported, but was not included in the final data analyses. See 
Tables 14-19. 
Null Hypothesis 5: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between class level and satisfaction with selected services. A chi-square analysis 
was used to measure frequency of satisfaction with the following services: 
academic advising, personal counseling and career planning. No significant 
differences were found by class level, so the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Frequencies and percentages for the three services were reported in Tables 14-16. 
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Table 14 
Satisfaction with academic advising by class level 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
Class level N Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % chi-squ P 
Freshman 53 1 .43 23 43.4 17 32.1 13 24.5 10.3 .113 
Sophomore 55 0 .00 31 56.4 12 21.8 12 21.8 
Junior 65 2 .86 37 56.9 08 12.3 20 30.8 
Senior 54 2 .86 25 46.3 18 33.3 11 20.4 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
Table 15 
Satisfaction with personal counseling by class level 
Class level N 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
chi-squ P Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
Freshman 36 18 21.7 09 25.0 15 41.7 12 33.3 8.7 .192 
Sophomore 32 23 27.7 14 43.8 12 37.5 06 18.8 
Junior 43 24 28.9 19 44.2 16 37.2 08 18.6 
Senior 38 18 21.7 14 36.8 20 52.6 04 10.5 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
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Table 16 
Satisfaction with career development by class level 
Class level N 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
chi-squ P Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
Freshman 33 20 23.3 11 33.3 16 48.5 06 18.2 5.2 .514 
Sophomore 29 26 30.2 12 41.4 11 37.9 06 20.7 
Junior 43 25 29.1 14 32.6 25 58.1 04 09.3 
Senior 40 15 17.4 18 45.0 18 45.0 04 10.0 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
Null Hypothesis 6 
Satisfaction levels were also combined in Hypothesis 6 to produce 
satisfied, neutral, or dissatisfied categories. 
Null Hypothesis 6: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between gender and satisfaction with selected services. Chi-square analyses were 
conducted to consider the effect of gender on satisfaction levels. Percentages 
were reported for the three services being tested. See Tables 17-19. No significant 




Satisfaction with academic advising by gender 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
Class level N Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % chi-squ P 
Men 109 02 1.8 54 49.5 33 30.3 22 20.2 5.0 .08 
Women 118 03 2.5 62 52.5 22 18.6 34 28.8 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
Table 18 
Satisfaction with personal counseling by gender 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
Class level N Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % chi-squ P 
Men 80 32 28.6 31 38.8 35 43.8 14 17.5 .75 .69 
Women 69 51 42.5 25 36.2 28 40.6 16 23.2 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
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Table 19 
Satisfaction with career development by gender 
DNA Satisfied Neutral Dissatis. 
Class level N Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % chi-squ p 
Men 77 34 30.6 29 37.7 38 49.4 10 17.5 .12 .94 
Women 68 52 43.3 26 38.2 32 47.1 10 23.2 
Note. Satisfaction ratings are based on the adjusted frequencies excluding those 
who indicated "does not apply." DNA = Does not apply 
Null Hypothesis 7 
Null Hypothesis 7: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between class level and prior educational experience. The survey instrument 
asked the question "What type of school did you attend just prior to entering this 
college?" The researcher categorized the responses which resulted in "high 
school" and "transfer." The category "transfer" covered a variety of options 
including vocational/technical school, 2-year college, 4-year college, and other. A 
chi square analysis was conducted to test the null hypothesis. As indicated in 
Table 20, a significant difference at the .0000 level was found between class level 
and prior educational experience. 
As the student's class level increased, the amount of students who 
transferred from other schools also increased. As a significant difference was 
found, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis. 
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Table 20 
Chi square analysis for prior educational experience by class level 
High School Transfer 
Class level N Freq % Freq. % Chi-square V 
Freshmen 54 44 81.48 10 18.5 34.3 .000 
Sophomore 56 27 48.2 29 51.8 
Junior 66 26 39.4 40 60.6 
Senior 53 15 28.3 38 71.7 
Null Hypothesis 8 
Null Hypothesis 8: There is no difference for nonpersisting students 
between gender and prior educational experience. The researcher used the 
previously identified categories of "high school" and "transfer" to compare 
gender and educational experience. A chi square analysis was conducted to 
measure the null hypothesis. As no significant difference was found, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. See Table 21. 
Summary 
Analyses were conducted to understand the effect of class level and gender 
on selected variables. Two hundred and thirty five students were included in 
the sample. Demographic statistics showed that percentages of both gender and 
class level proved to be fairly evenly distributed. 
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Table 21 
Chi square analysis for prior educational experience by gender 
High School Transfer 
Class level N Freq % Freq. % Chi-square p 
Men 109 55 50.5 54 49.5 .2 .655 
Women 120 57 47.5 63 52.5 
When considering the reasons that students did not persist, if over 20% of 
the respondents indicated yes as a reason to leave the university, they were 
included in the analysis. As a result of this parameter, seventeen chi-square 
analyses were performed on reasons for leaving the institution. Five statistically 
significant differences were found by class level and reason for leaving the 
university. Chi-square analyses also resulted in three statistically significant 
reasons based on gender as a variable. 
The differences between grade point averages of men and women and of 
freshman through seniors also proved to be significant. Satisfaction with 
academic advising, personal counseling, and career development did not prove 
to be significant. 
Significance was found at the .0001 level between class level and prior 
educational experience, but not between gender and prior experience. 
Chapter V includes a summary of the research and discussion of the 
findings of the study. Recommendations for future research are also included. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Chapter V provides a summary of the research for this study. A 
discussion of the results from Chapter IV with conclusions drawn from the 
results of the data analysis are included. Implications and recommendations for 
further research conclude this chapter. 
The purpose of this study was to consider the characteristics of 
nonpersisting students as they vary by class level and gender. The ACT 
Withdrawing/Non-returning Student Survey was used with a sample 
population of every third student who did not return to the university from fall 
of 1991 to the spring of 1992, and every student who withdrew from the 
university in the spring semester of 1992. Two hundred thirty-five usable 
surveys were included in the study. 
Academic class level and gender were the two independent variables in 
the study that were compared to selected dependent variables. The demographic 
breakdown of academic class level intrigued the researcher. Junior level 
students, at 29%, proved to be the highest percentage of students responding to 
the survey. Much of the literature states that most student attrition occurs during 
the freshmen year (Newlon & Gaither, 1980; Tinto, 1987). Therefore, the 
researcher assumed that freshmen were the class level that would include the 
highest level of dropouts. Even when university records which indicated the 
actual numbers of students dropping out in the same period were considered, 
juniors level students still proved to be a higher percentage than both 
sophomores and seniors. If students could be successful at the institution until 
they had achieved junior level status, why then were they dropping out? The 
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fairly even distribution of nonpersisting students across the class levels was the 
main impetus for the study. 
Demographic considerations of the data also indicated a higher percentage 
of nonpersisting women at 52% responded to the survey while the all university 
dropout was 40% women. Although Lenning, Beal, and Sauer (1980) reported 
gender as not being a significant variable in attrition studies, the researcher felt 
that this was an important issue to consider. As women's roles in society change, 
their reasons for dropping out of higher education may also change. 
Class level and gender were compared to: reasons for leaving, cumulative 
grade point average, satisfaction levels with academic advising, personal 
counseling, and career development, and prior educational experience. 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each variable, then chi-square analyses 
were conducted for: reasons for leaving, satisfaction with services, and prior 
educational experiences to determine the differences by class level and gender. A 
one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on grade point average to 
determine if there were differences by class level and gender. 
Discussion of the Results 
Several conclusions were drawn in analyzing and interpreting these 
findings and explaining related research. Results of this study indicated that 
there were in fact differences between freshmen, sophomores, juniors , and 
seniors and selected reasons for leaving the university. 
Freshmen and sophomores more commonly reported that the decision to 
attend a new college or to move to a new area caused them to dropout more than 
53 
their upper level counterparts. This was understandable as the ease of 
transferring to a new college decreases as the student accumulates college credits. 
Students were also developing their sense of commitment and fit with the 
institution. Bean (1985) reported that lack of fit had the greatest impact on 
freshmen and the level of commitment to the institution increased over time. 
The issues of integration and incorporation found in Tinto's model 
described that lack of social integration does affect attrition. Almost half of the 
nonpersisting freshmen reported loneliness and the desire to live closer to 
parents or loved ones. These students seemed to be experiencing signs of 
homesickness, ineffective transition, and a lack of integration into the university 
community. Tinto (1987) reported that beyond the first year, incorporation was a 
primary concern of students. Although incorporation can be a primary concern 
to sophomores, juniors, and seniors, the issues of breaking away from past 
family and friends did not seem to be a key issue to upperclass students in this 
study. The stage of separation in Tinto's revised model (1987) was achieved by 
upperclass students, but was still a primary concern to freshmen. 
Although inadequate study habits were also seen as a problem primarily 
with freshmen in the study, as students progressed into their junior year, 
inadequate study habits were still viewed as a problem. If students were 
following Chickering's path of development, upper division students would be 
more commonly working through relationships and purpose in their lives. In 
the study, we saw that some of them were still struggling with competence, as 
evidenced by their concern with study skills. This lack of successful academic 
integration did have an affect on retention as seen in Tinto's model. 
Interestingly, students indicated personal problems with study habits as a reason 
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for dropping out, but did not blame others by selecting reasons such as 
inadequate instructors, courses, or majors. 
Results of this study also indicated that men and women do experience 
different reasons for leaving. Women still reported leaving because family 
responsibilities were too great. Astin (1975) reported marriage and/or family 
reasons had a negative affect on retention of women. Even though women 
have made great strides in equality and employment outside the home, Astin's 
research was still supported today. Women's education and occupational goals 
continue to be juggled with the demands of marriage and/or family. 
Women also reported experiencing more emotional problems than men 
in the study. Student counseling centers across the country have reported seeing 
more women clients and more severe emotional issues on college campuses 
today. 
Resolving goals was another factor that Tinto indicated was important to 
retention. In the study, women reported that they felt that academic advising 
was inadequate more often than men did. As advising was probably a students 
best introductory way to define and resolve goals, it was interesting that women 
were more dissatisfied than men with advising. 
As the academic integration mentioned in Tinto's model was best 
measured by grade point average, there were significant differences in this 
integration by class level and gender. The results of Mclntire et al (1992) were 
supported in this study: the longer a student remained enrolled, the higher their 
grade point average became. Freshmen grade point averages were significantly 
lower than both junior and senior level grade point averages. Women also 
produced significantly higher grade point averages than men. The results of the 
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study by Kanarek (1989) were supported as women did have better grades in 
college and did not seem to be as affected by lack of academic integration as the 
men in the study. 
Differences between class level and satisfaction with academic advising, 
personal counseling, and career development were not indicated as significant in 
the study. Lenning, Beal, and Sauer (1980) found that satisfaction is actually 
more related to the ability of students to handle dissatisfaction than with the 
dissatisfaction itself. Satisfaction with academic advising has been shown to 
greatly affect persistence (Beil & Shope, 1990) and specifically persistence beyond 
the first year (Tinto, 1987), but class level proved to be a nonsignificant factor in 
this study. 
Response rates for the next two variables suggested that the distinction 
between advising, counseling, and planning was blurred. Either because 
students did not differentiate, or because they had no experience with personal 
counseling or career development, the "does not apply" and "neutral" categories 
were selected often, suggesting that these results may not be meaningful. 
Differences between gender and satisfaction were not significant. As 
mentioned in Hypothesis 2 above, women reported academic advising to be 
inadequate more often than the men did in the study. Although satisfaction with 
advising was not shown to be significant, there was a tendency toward 
dissatisfaction with advising by women at the .08 level. Again, responses for the 
next two variables suggested that personal counseling and career development 
were not identified or used by as many nonpersisting students in the sample. 
As expected, an increase in class level did indicate an increase in the 
number of transfer students from other schools. By the time a nonpersisting 
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student was a junior, over 60% and a senior, over 70%, had attended another 
type of institution previous to the current one. Newlon and Gaither (1980) 
found that class level of first time entrants to the institution was significant. For 
example, they found that in the first semester after admission, 85% of freshmen 
were still enrolled as compared to 79% of junior transfer students. Kohen, 
Nestel, and Karmas (1978) reported that even freshman or sophomore transfer 
students had a higher attrition rate than direct from high school students. 
After the first semester of enrollment, Newlon and Gaither (1980) found 
that there were no significant differences between attrition rates of male and 
female transfer students. This was supported as gender and prior educational 
experiences were not significant in the study. 
Recommendations Resulting from this Study 
As this study was being conducted, future recommendations and 
possibilities for continued research with the same sample of students was 
considered. A variety of ways of analyzing and grouping the data may have 
provided a more complete picture of nonpersisting students. 
First, this study should be replicated with a higher rate of response, 
although this rate is understandably hard to achieve with attrition research. This 
response rate may have produced certain biases in the sample. Nonrespondents 
may be the students that had the most trouble and may be the same students 
who would be least likely to complete a questionnaire. Students may need to 
complete the survey as part of an exit interview process in order to improve the 
overall response rate. 
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Another possibility to improve the data would be to ask the students their 
initial intentions when they began college. If a student reported that their intent 
was anything other than degree attainment, then these students would be 
removed from the sample. An example would be the students who identify 
themselves as seeking further certification through course completion or those 
who simply enroll in college for personal enjoyment. These students need to be 
removed from persistence studies to help in the accuracy of this type of research. 
Research about transferring students also needs to be continued to better 
understand their reasons for leaving. If they are leaving, especially if they always 
intended on leaving, for academic reasons related to major selection, these 
students should not even be called nonpersisters, but instead should be referred 
to as successful transfers (Tinto, 1987). If, on the other hand, students that 
transfer report leaving because of problems with the institution or with their 
adjustment to college, then we need to look more closely at the reasons to 
encourage a better fit through support and integration within the institution. 
More demographic study would add to the picture of student dropout. 
Factors such as place of residence during college, choice of or lack of a major, 
residency classification and out-of-class involvement have been considered in 
other research projects and could enhance this project as well (Tinto, 1987). 
Another suggestion would be to survey dropouts from each term throughout the 
year. Understandably, this population did not include the most common 
dropout time of the academic year, which is during the summer time. This 
variation could be combined with a separate analysis of the non-returning 
students and the withdrawing students. As Bean (1986) reported, the factors that 
affect attrition decisions can be very different for different subgroups of students. 
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The different times of academic year and the active withdrawal procedure or the 
more passive non-returning avenue of attrition may be able to tell us much 
more about students' decisions to drop out. 
Other types of subgroups need to be added to attrition study to expand the 
base of understanding. Graduate students were originally included in the 
survey, but were removed when the parameters of the study were established. 
Another group of students who were removed from the sample were students 
who were dropped from the institution for academic or disciplinary reasons. 
There is a basic assumption that students who were accepted to the institution 
should be able to handle academic challenges based on their previous 
educational abilities. But why don't these students succeed? Their reasons for 
dropout may be just as valid, but their lack of satisfaction or integration may 
present itself through academic failure instead of dropout by choice. 
A study of the qualitative comments on the questionnaire also needs to be 
considered. The depth and breadth of knowledge about each student was 
expanded considerably when reading these comments. The students may have 
emphasized a primary concern or issue in writing, while they might have 
marked a variety of different responses in the quantitative section. There was a 
wide range of complexity and level of emphasis in a student's decision to leave. 
Many students expressed their satisfaction with the school, but went on to 
explain an unavoidable situation which resulted in dropout. Others shared 
reasons for their own dropout which were not included as an option in the 
survey such as a homophobic climate on campus. Qualitative analysis is an 
important component of attrition research and needs to be combined with 
quantitative research in future studies. 
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More specific analysis of this study could also have been conducted. A 
follow-up of the breakdown of female students included in the study by age 
range may help clarify some responses. Although 20 is the most frequent age for 
women in the study, some responses may come primarily from the adult 
women in the study. Nontraditional women may be over represented in this 
sample as compared to all women who dropped out. This may have skewed 
reasons for leaving toward family responsibilities as a reason for dropout. 
Another possibility for future research would be to consider prior 
educational experience as an independent variable. Future study could include 
an analysis of juniors and seniors who are either transfer or native students. 
Specifically, each group of students could be analyzed to compare reasons for 
leaving, grade point average, and levels of satisfaction with selected services. 
Research has been conducted on the reasons that students transfer and on 
attrition rates directly from the community college (Mutter, 1992). Future study 
needs to consider attrition characteristics of transfer students as compared to 
their native counterparts at four year institutions. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Beil and Shope (1990) argue that retention research should not simply 
consider one or two variables. Studies should combine longitudinal and cross- 
sectional analysis to better understand nonpersisting students. The researcher 
encourages studies that follow a sample of students through their university 
experience and gather details about the dropout decision as it is happening. 
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Future study about the relationship between academic advisers and 
advisees needs to be continued, especially for women. Gilligan (1982) studied the 
emphasis that women put on the relationships and connectedness. The women 
in the study may not have felt a connection with their advisers, which may have 
affected their persistence. As a result of this study, the researcher suggests 
considering the ratio of male to female advisers at the institution and measuring 
individual student satisfaction with advising, considering gender as a variable. 
Not only for women but for all students, the quality and consistency of academic 
advising needs to be explored further as the advising relationship is such a 
critical part of the higher education process (Beil & Shope, 1990). 
Outreach to students who are having difficulty is essential. Projects such 
as an early alert program are suggested as a way to reach out to these students. 
Freshman level grades can be a main source of information about a student's 
study habits and their future potential for academic difficulty. Once students are 
identified, they can be encouraged and supported by the institution. Following 
students through their university experience and even identifying students who 
have dropped a certain grade point percentage from one semester to the next can 
be ways of improving academic integration and retention. 
Conclusion 
Although the main focus of this study was on the differences between 
class level and reasons for dropout, it developed into a study of the issues and 
concerns that freshmen face as they decide to leave an institution. The overall 
results of the data indicated that upperclass students have a wider range of 
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reasons for leaving than those of their freshmen level counterparts. Even 
though junior and senior level students do dropout in comparable numbers to 
freshmen and sophomores, it seems that their reasons and circumstances for 
dropping out did not fit into neat, identifiable categories. 
The freshmen students in the study did indicate more clear cut categories 
for dropping out. As many of them had not become integrated into the 
institution, their isolation and study habit difficulties proved to be their areas of 
most difficulty. As a result of this study, the researcher supports early alert and 
front loading programs and services for new students. Transfer students need to 
be included when considering these new students groups. The increase in the 
number of transfer students vs. direct from high school students that drop out 
indicates that these students may need similar services and adjustment time to 
become integrated into the institution. The researcher supports continued study 
of the needs of transfer students in addition to retention efforts that address the 
needs of this growing student population. 
The differences in attrition characteristics of men and women also proved 
to be an important part of the study. Some of the women did report a different 
set of circumstances for their attrition patterns. Although the women seemed to 
be more academically integrated, as indicated by their grade point averages, their 
reason for dropout proved to be more socially and interpersonally focused. The 
women even selected what some may see as the most interpersonal, connected 
part of higher education which was their academic advising experiences. Even 
though the women did better academically than the men, they also reported less 
adequate academic advising. Continued study of these differences between men 
and women and their experiences with academic advising needs to be developed 
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Future research also needs to consider overall institutional commitment 
to students. The emphasis on the student varies widely between institutions and 
even within institutions. Large, public universities continue to struggle with the 
balance between research and teaching. Institutional barriers such as class size 
and availability, advising and faculty course loads, financial assistance and 
support, and even parking and safety on campus can affect student success and 
satisfaction (Stone, 1993). The way in which administrators view undergraduate 
education can have a far reaching impact on retention of students. 
Retention in this project referred only to retention at this institution. We 
may need to broaden that definition to include other factors and categories. In 
this study, we measured success as only those students who stay with this 
particular institution. Success in higher education in general, such as students 
who transfer, may be another way to measure success. In an even broader sense, 
we could measure success if we simply help students grow and develop. This 
development may actually include helping students decide if higher education is 
the right choice for them. This issue can become a challenge as we try to retain 
students at our institutions, but also do what is right for each student involved. 
Institutions of higher education need to continue to study subgroups of students 
to better understand their needs. The more that we can help students become 
academically and socially integrated, the more that institutions will be able to 
successfully retain students and help them to achieve their goals. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
Orientation and Retention 
314 Alumni Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011-2010 
515 294-0801 
May 20,1992 
Dear ®fname : 
Our records indicate that you did not return to Iowa State University for the 1992 spring 
semester. We are currently attempting to determine the reasons students leave this 
university prior to receiving degrees. If there are things at Iowa State that should be 
changed to make this a a better place for students like you, we need to know. Therefore, 
we would appreciate your taking 15-20 minutes to complete the enclosed survey. 
The purpose of the survey is to determine why you left Iowa State and your satisfaction, at 
the tune you were attending, with the services and characteristics of the university. Please 
respond to each item as honestly as possible. Of course, all information will remain 
completely confidential; your Social Security number is included only for research 
purposes, and you will never be individually identified on any report prepared from this 
survey. 
In addition to the questions in Sections I, II and III of the survey, we have enclosed a sheet 
containing six additional questions. Please answer these questions in the spaces provided 
in Section IV of the questionnaire. If you have any comments or suggestions about the 
university, please write them in the space provided in Section V. When you have 
completed the survey, please return it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope as soon as 
possible. 
Surveys such as this one help us to gather valuable information from students and former 
students...the ones who know Iowa State the best. Thank you, in advance, for your 
willingness to participate. 
Sincerely, 
Ardys Ulrichson, Coordinator 
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